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This report concerns the present status of the Kansas
Right to Read plan of action. Two years of activities are
discussed--the 1971 summer workshop, evaluation of the first year's
program (1971-72), and the 1972 summer workshops. Thirty classroom
teachers took part in the one week summer workshop in 1971. This
dorkshop was designed by the State Reading Education Specialist and
other educators to prepare teachers to return to their schools and
establisli inservice programs. A workshop content survey was given,
and this data indicated a definite knowledge gain in selected
workshop topics. The evaluation of the first year's program reports
on the responses of the teachers in the 1971 summer workshop
regarding their success in sharing their workshop experiences. The
teachers indicated a statistically significant Increase, at the .01
level, in their over-all rat_ng of their school reading program's
effectiveness. The final report, for the two 1972 summer workshops,
includes an evaluation by the 60 participants based on daily
sessions, evaluation checklists, a pre-post workshop content survey,
and a workshop summary. The overall evaluation score for both
workshops was 9.7 on a 10-point scale. (WR)
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. Thirty classroom teachers took part in a one week workshop cleanly;
with readin7 and readilr-related tonics. This workshop was desired by
the State 'Education Specialist and other educators to prepare
these teachers to return to their individual buildings and establish
local inscr rice Pre-Tams. This report covers only the Suitmer Workshop
activities. A later evaluation report be submitted in the
Summer of 1972 to cover ti'o total 1:-.Ight-to -Reaci Project. The suarzaer
izrkshop tTa `: success rut and greatly valued as indicated in the
comments and resPonses of both the participants and the speakers.
A wor.kshop content surve7., similar to a subject matter examination,
was given and tr_is data indicated a definite knowledge rain in
selected workshop topics. 'Recommendations, such as more demonstrations,
yore involvelnent in learning process and additional time to. concentrate
on specific topics, were also s;ivon. The following commentr, made by
the vorkshop -Parti.cipants best. e.:7,fess the meal value of th.e workshop.
"The Kansas Ricnt-to-lead 1Torkshon has given ne the slorin -board I feel
is necessa7-,7 in uo-dating our reading Pro ;ram." - "I must in all
sincerity confess that I c:aincd pore practical information from this
workshop than I gained in all ny educational experiences.'
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.KAaSAS STAT'S RIGHT-TO-REW PROJECT
FROG RAM EVALUATION

I INTROMOTION

The state RifTht-to-Read plan is designed to bring about measurable
improvements in the readinv, skills and attitudes of children in Kansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to effective
reading programs. Consequently, the Kansas plan is teacher oriented in
the fora of inservice workshops for classroom teachers. Further information
on the philosophy and total program is available in the Kansas State
Department of Education booklet, Kansas Right -to- React. Plan.

In brief, the basic plan consists of a series of summer workshops
where a selected group of classroom teachers are ezpcsed.to reading-
related programs, suFzestions and materials. These summer workshop
participants then return to their own school districts and work with
fellow teachers in implementin7, these newly acquired skills, ideas and
programs through local inservice sessions.

II PROGRAY EVALUATIM DESIGN

The total evaluation will cover two aspects of the Kansas plan;
first, the effects of the summer workshop and secondly, the influences
of the workshop participants once they have returned to their respectiv
school district and have established their locally organized inservice
programs. This report will present data on the summer workshop only.
The final report, which will be available next summer, will present the
evaluation of the local inservice programs and the overall Right-to-Read
plan.

A series of surveys and auestionnaires were developed to collect
data on various aspects of the summer workshop. Most of the forms were
designed to gain the workshop participants reactions to the summer
program. Additional evaluation sources were the workshop leaders and
speakers. The participants supplied evaluation data through the following
sources:

1. Dai3v Sessior. Evaluation Checlaist - A short form which the
participants completed at the end of each major phase of the workshop
program.

2. Workshop Content Survey - This was a 14 item survey which asked
the participants to respond to specific questions related to content
which tray covered in the workshop presentations. The participants
completed this survey twice; first on Sunday evening before the first
major workshop speaker and then again on Friday after the workshop ended.



2

To develop the Questions on this form, each of the workshop speakers
was contacted before the werkshon and was asked to supply the evaluator;
mith a short sul,-.imary of. his -,presentation's content.

3. noain-, - This form collected basic information on the
particir)ants' bac round, their attitudes toward. select reading-related
variables and. cur-Pent practices in their schools' reading programs.
They will'comnloto this same form again next spring to determine.if anY-
changes have taken place. This form was also completed by the staff
members, teachers and nrineinals of the workshop Participants' schools.
These same staffmcithers will resnond to this form nex -b spring also.
This-data should indicate whether the summer workshop D2rticipants
brought. about impovements in the schools' reading program as viewed
by their fellow teachers.

4. Tagrlhon E7,113,tion cc1,:lfLst - This form was designed
to obtain the participant's reaction to the overall -effectiveness of the
workshop, the aenroprflateness of tho workshop content and recommendations
for future workshops.

Each workshop speaker evaluated his phase of the Workshop by
completing the Uorkshon Consultants Evpluntion form.

III sunR 1;:ORKSHOP EVALUATION

A. Ducrintjon of 7orkF.1,0n Particinants The first summer workshop
consisted of thirty teachers ranging from kindergarten to eighth grade
teaching positions. They also were representative of all sizes of school.
districts.

D. Yerrkshon Pum,r7 Evnlur;tion - Twenty-five of the thirty
participants, returned-this form. When asked to rate the overall
value of the worshon on a 10 Point scale; 1 for poor to 10 for outstanding;
the mean rating was :36 which indicates an outstanding. rating. Six of the
25 gave the workshop a 10 which is the highest rating.

The particinants-vere reouested to react to each phase of the workshop
with regard to four factors: appropriateness of content to their school
situation; present utilization of content; anticipated difficulty in
presentation of information;- and a Projection of ultimate utilization of
information. Table 1 displays their responses tc these questions.

Their responses indicate that they felt that more than half of the
teachers they acquainted with 3ehavioral Ob:lectives, reading diagnosis
and individualization of reading wCuld utilize these aspects of the workshop.
About one third of them thought they might have sone Problems. in passing
on the ideas :f.elated to 3ehavioral Objectives. Other conclusions can be
drawn from further examination of Table 1.
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The followin7, is a summary of their recorm:andations for chang
in future Right-toZend workshops:

1. : :ore demonstrations and involve particina:'s in/
learnin;-; situation.

2. Don't schedule evening meetings, allow time for
"raoping," exchange of ideas, talk infomally
with consultants, just relax, etc. ;8

3. Cotes-: t7 too much, moved too fast, need more time
to ._--qtrate on specific subjects. 5

4. No ;'.-eom visitation such as this year. 4
5. f r'ald hand out more material. 3

6. the Sunday films. 3

The ..):Ints also gave sugestions for topics if they were
be involved in a follow-up meeting to the summer workshop. They

recorzmended:

I. here on individualizing instruction. 11

2. More on diagnosing students needs and pre-
scribing programs based on these needs. 10

3. 110r° on Dehavioral Objectives. 6

4. A tine for sharin.of ideas on various aspects
of the teacthing of reading. 6

5. A time for discussing the acceptance and imple-
mentation of their local Right-to-Read programs. 5

They were also requested to indicate which two of the workshop
consultants they would like to spend'more time with. Dr. Watson and
Dr. Brown mere selected by more than 80 per cent of the participants.
Five indicated more time with the State Department team on Behavioral
Objectives and four with Shackleford.

Additional comments by the participants indicated the' great.
benefits of such a workshop. A couple of typical comments were

"The live-in situation was one of the best things about the
workshop."

.

"I thought thaorkshop was great. The enthusiasm of this group
of people will certainly help to improve the instruction of reading."

C. Dcla from Daily Wol-kshop Session Evaluation - After each
major section of the workshop the participants completed a short form
expressing their immediate reaction to that session's topic and content.
On this form they were asked to rate the value of the session on a 10
point scale, 1 for poor to 10 for outstanding. Other questions were
asked dealing with appropriateness of topic, whether topic should be
in future workshops and the need for more information of the topic.
Table 2 displays a summary of the data from this source.



S
e
s
s
i
o
n
-

T
O
P
I
C

M
o
n
d
a
y
 
-
 
i
n
d
i
-

v
i
d
u
a
l
i
z
e
d
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

T
A
B
L
E
 
2

P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
N
T
'
S
 
D
A
I
L
Y
 
R
E
A
C
T
I
O
N
S
 
T
O
 
.
N
O
R
K
S
H
O
P
 
S
E
S
S
I
O
N
S

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
R
a
t
i
n
g

o
f
 
S
e
s
s
i
o
n

R
a
t
i
n
g
s

1
 
-
 
P
o
o
r

3-
F
a
i
r

5
-
6
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e

8
G
o
o
d

T
O
 
O
u
t
r
t
a
n
d
I
n
a

T
u
e
s
d
a
y
 
-
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

D
i
a
g
n
o
s
i
s

T
u
e
s
d
a
y
 
E
v
o
n
i
n
g
-

T
i
t
l
e
 
I
I
I
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
.

W
e
d
n
e
s
d
a
y
 
-
 
U
s
e
 
o
f

N
e
u
s
p
a
p
e
r
s
 
i
n
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

W
o
d
n
e
s
d
a
y
 
E
v
e
n
i
n
g
-

E
T
V

T
h
u
r
s
d
a
y
 
-
 
S
c
h
o
o
l

V
i
s
i
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

L
i
b
r
a
r
i
e
s

F
r
i
d
a
y
 
-
 
3
e
h
a
v
i
o
r
a
l

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
v
s

'
'
;
;
?
s
 
t
h
e
 
c
o
n
t
e
n
t

t
h
i
s
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n

-
,
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
t
o

y
o
u
r
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
'
s

s
i
t
u
a
t
i
o
n
?

Y
E
S

o
f

S
h
o
u
l
d
 
t
h
i
s

s
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
h
o

r
e
p
e
a
t
e
d
 
i
n

f
u
t
u
r
e
 
u
o
r
k
-

s
h
o
p
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
?

Y
r
s
*

W
o
u
l
d
 
y
o
u
 
l
i
k
e

m
o
r
e
 
i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
.

o
n
 
:
h
i
s
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
'
s

t
o
p
i
c
?Y
E
S
*

8
.
6

9
7
%

l
0
0
%

83%

9.1
10W

87%

9.9
77;6

loaf,
9X

!)

9.97
l
0
0
%

N
o
%

9
0
%

7
.
6

7
3
%

7
3
%

8
.
4

8
3
%

8
7
%

67%

9.3
1
0
0

.

i00%
O
r
a

*
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
I
n
d
i
c
a
t
e
F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y
 
o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
s
e



The participants immediate reaction to the workshop topics
indicate that all sessions, were rated above avernee. The presentations
on newsP!?.pers in the readinr: proram and the ideas used in the. reported
Title III project werctl-e hiehest rated. 2.lost Participants.felt that

the tonics of inii.iiduplieed readin:;, dianosis, newspaper
utiliation,. and behavioral objectives were definitely appropriate to
their school's situation. All of the particibants felt all the sessions
except ETV andthe School/librery visitation should be repeated in
future workshops. ;lost of the participants indicated more information
on the tonics- would be valuable. This data tends to support the
same evaluation eeeeressed in the Workehon..Su:-,2en.ry forms.

D. bv - All of the consultants
indicated the wer:;shon 13articinants wore.very responsive and interested
in their tonics.' All but one were satisfied With their presentation.
The major concern was that more time.should be Feiven.so that the
consultant-could interact with the participants more. Most of the.
consultants made-additional comments which indicated -enthusiasm and
the value of wOrkehops of this tyre, and how 'well organized the total
workshop was. Several felt there Was a need for a-follow-up meeting
later in the year with the same participants.

E. )poti -Pro; Content :.lurvev - This survey was dsiened
to collect infor-.eation of the Participants familiarity with _Concepts
Presented in the workshop. The survey was given both before and after
theworkshoo so that it could be determined if. a -change in their'
response would take Place.. Each participant's 13e and Post orkshep
surveys were checked individually to determine if their quality and
quantity of responses changed. .

The oarticinants pre-orkshop surveys exhibited a high degree
of uncertainty in their answers and a large number of unanswered
questions. In fact, out of a possible 420 nuestions; (14 questions.
per survey times 30 participants) 193 Questions were left unanswered,
or about 11.6 ncr cent of the total number of questions. Many of the
other answers were vex short and limited. The participants, on
the pre-surveys, indicated very little knowledge of those questions
dealing; with behavioral objectives, use of typewriter-in reading-
ProcTams, helnin!e the uninvolved student, behavioral modification
techniques in reading pro'rams, ETV andehew the newspaper can best
be used in the reading program.

The participants post-workshop 'surveys showed a higher degree
of consistency in their responses as a group. Individually their
answers wore More connlete, complex,andiknowledgeable. Also it is
interesting, to note that .only 2 questions were left unanswered,
Which represents less than of one percent. This survey indiCates
that the participants made. defini'ee gains in their knowledge of the
workshoocontent.



IV S",-1111.1tLRY Al]DODI.:CLUSIO1:5.t ON Till] VIOR.K:.;HOP

In both general and sPecific areas the vorkshon was a success.
Both the'ParticiPan::, (Irv] no speakers e3-:pressed a high der;ree,lof
satisfaction workshon. no value of the exneriencer.._,
demonstrated in tho narticinants' enthusiasm for the overall worksnop
and their comments on anecific.tonics. They felt the orkshoP phases
on ind.i-vidunlil4n.; readin, diarnosis and prescribin7 for readj2n:FL,
disabilities and be ;-!a vio,-al objectives concerts were very valiicable0
The 'Zorksop 2Iontont Survo,rresponses showed a definite increase in
the participants knowlocrr,-.0 of selected aspects of the workshop'
content. `f?-!e daily and summary. evaluation forms supported one another
in the conclusions of value and approPriateness of the workshop
phases cited above.

a

The consultants and participants made several recommendations
for future Right-to-Ilead I:orIcsho The number of participants was
good, but iaore time should be given to specific topics so that demon-
strations ern. be held. and. the participants can become more involved
in the learning Process. Eventing might he left open-ended so* the
individuals could discuss and share ideas, relax and go over the
day's notes, meet infolnally pith consUltants, etc.

The .followiw:; comments by some of the participants can best.
express the true evaluation of the workshop. experiences:

"I think this workshop has really been a turning point
in my .teachin; career. I believe that stayinr. here and
associatinr-7 with each other and "brealdng down the barrior,"
has been the best Dart about it because our feelings as
group toward our obligations is going to really deter-Jane
how successful the workshop be. We have achieved this
feeling through the atriosphere created here." .

"Hi01 on the list of strengths.wetad be the "Human
Faement." Evel-Tone has been so friendly, etc. and after all
isn't that ''Uhr.i.t s all nbout?" Ne worry so mUch about

. children's self-images but in this case I feel this workshop
has worked wonders for many of the narticiPants self-images:"

"The Kansas Rifrht-to-P.ead workshop has given me the
spring board I feel is necessary in un-d.ating our reading
program. The subjects discussed and Questions answered are
exactly the type of information I've (we've) bedn needing. .

really frightened and challenged. as to the vastness of
what can be done - and hope to inject this into ITT own workshop
so that no :teacher can remain passive and unaffected."



"First pnd foremost - I feel that the r;roun Iras fontnsti.c.
:eve- before have I been a part of a grouts Irho i:as so 1:i1lin7
to shnre and no much fun to be a part of. The group 1ms so
varied - all a'Tes, all parts of the state, varied leaching
experiences and a varied educational bac:cc,round. I must in
all sincerit7 confess that I gained more prpctical information
from this workshop than I have gained in all my educational
experiences."

"A very big "thanks" roes to all -,:ho made this possible."



ABSTRACT

KANSAS RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT.
PROGRAM EVALUATION FIRST YEAR'S PROGRAM 1971-72
REPORT SUBMITTED TO WESLEY PELSUE, STATE READING EDUCATION SPECIALIST
EVALUATION DESIGNED AND REPORTED BY DON D. SHIRLEY
DATE: SEPTEMBER 1972

Thirty classroom teachers took part in a 6.0 week workshop dealing
with reading and reading-related topics. This WO-kshop was designed by
the State Reading Education Specialist and other educators to prepare
these teachers to return to their individual buildings and establish
local inservice programs. The summer workshop was highly successful
and greatly valued as indicated in the comments and responses of both
the participants and speakers. The responses' collected.from teachers
in the schools where participants shared their workshop. experiences
indicated a statistically significant increase, at the .01 level, in
their over-all rating of their school's reading program's effectiveness.
The participants felt there was a definite movement towards individualizing
reading' instruction in their schools. As a result of the program,
5 schools received special reading-related federal grants, many schools
increased the variety of their reading materials and equipment, one
school added a librarian and media center, and schools made a greater
use of inservice programs in relation to the teaching of reading.
The greatest-two impacts of the program were that it has made teachers
more aware of their teaching of reading techniques and that it.ha
directly influenced the way the workshop participants think and act
with regard to the various aspeatS and techniques they themselves use
with their own students in teaching reading. .
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KANSAS STATE RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT
PROGRAN EVALUATION

I INTRODUCTION

The state Right-to Read plan is designed. to bring about measurable
improvements in. the reading skills and attitudes of children in. Kansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to ;effective
reading programs. Consequently, the Kansas plan is teacher oriented in
the form of inservice workshops for classroom teachers. Further
information on the ph-Altsophy and total program is available in the.
Kansas State Department of Education booklet, Kansas Right-to-Read Plan.

In brief, the basic plan consists of a series of summer workshops
where a selected group of classroom teachers are exposed to reading-
related programs, suggestions and materials. These summer workshop
participants then return to their own school districts and work with
fellow teachers:in implementing these newly acquired skills, ideas and
programs through local inservice sessions.

II EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

The total evaluation covers two aspects of the Kansas plan; first,
the effects' of the summer workshop and secondly, the influences of the
workshop participants in their own schools after they have shared
their workshop experiences for a year with their fellow teachers.

The first part of the evaluation, dealing with the summer workshop,
was completed last summer and a copy of that report is in Appendix A.

The'second phase of the program design is in relation to the effect .

of the workshop participants on their school's reading_program. Pri-
marily two methods were developed to collect this data. The first
method was a reading survey which the teachers in the workshop
participant's schools completed before the program started, May 1971,
and again after the first year of the program, May 1972. This survey
collected .basir: information on the teachers opinions and attitudes
toward selected reading-related variables and current practices in
-their school's reading program. This data indicates whether the summer
workshop 'participants brought about improvements in their school's
program as viewed by their fellow teachers.

The second method for'data collection on the over-all effective-
ness of the program was by a narrative report received from the workshop
participants after the year was over. Each participant was asked to
respond to the question: "How has the Right-to-Read workshop effected
your school during the 1971-72 school year?".

A third source-of data developed in the course of the year. The
participants started anewsletter, The Nitty 'gritty Newsletter. Some
comments were taken from this publication to show some of the activities
started in the schools.
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III RESULTS

A. Reading Survey

The Reading Survey was Sent to all of the participants' schools
both before and after the program. Twenty-five schools out of thirty .

returned the surveys before the Right-to-Read program began. For the post-
assessment period 26 schools returned the surveys. It was determined
though, that four of the schools returning forms at the end of try year
had not sent in forms at the beginning of the year. In order to make valid
comparison on the survey, only those schwls returning boa pre and post
peilod forms.were analyzed. On-the pre-workshop survey, 249 teachers
returned the forms. while for the post-workshOp survey 219 teachers
returned the forms. To improve the efficiency of the analysis procedure
whenever percentages were used, due to the differente between 249
teachers and 219 teachers, an adjusted percentage was used for the
post-workshop survey responses. No adjustment factor vas used in
computing the t value for the comparison of the teacher's over-all
evaluation between pre'andipost workshop survey.

Before the first Right-to-Read workshop participants-returned to
their buildings; only 37% of the teachers were familiar with the
Right-to-Read program. By. the end of the first year after the workshop,
88% knew of the Right-to-Read program.

On the pre-measure of the Reading Survey, 67% of the teachers
knew of behavioral objectives. When asked about behavioral objectives
at the end of the year, 90% were familiar with this concept. Before
the. Right-to-Read program the, teachers had learned about behavioral
objectives from magazines (22%) or.college courses (49%) and only
4% had learned about them from other teachers. By the end of the year__
the greatest source for knowledge of behaVioral objectives was fellow
teachers (67%), probably Right-to-Read participants. This increased
knowledge of behavioral objectives generated a.greater use of behavioral
objectives by the teachers in their reading programs, as indicated on
the survey. Before the Right-to-Read program only 28% of the teachers
used behavioral objectives weekly or daily, while after the participants year
in the schools, 38% of the teachers said they were using them this .

frequently.

As can be seen.in Table 1, only the frequency of use of behavioral
objectives has increased to any great amount. The use of newspapers
is very slight, from 36% to 40%. The other activities do not how any
real shifts in usage.

Table 2 indicates there was a slight decrease in grouplAg students for
reading instruction and whole class instruction and an increase in
individualized instruction.



TABLE 1
COMPARISON ON USAGE OF'READI-NG RELATED ACTIVITIES

PRE-POST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Activity

Pre
Post:

Daily Weekly Often Sometimes Seldom Never

BehaVioral
objectives

20%
27%

8%
11%

19%
21%

15%
16%

4%
2%

i%
5%

Libraries Pre 27% 42% 20% 5% 1% 0%
Post 20%. 44% 22% 4% 0% 2%

Diagnostic Pre 1% 0% 33% 44% 6% 6%
Reading tests Post .1% 1% 35% 44%. 4% 3%

Educational Pre 1% 5% 3%. 9% 10% 55%
TV -Post. 4% 3% .1% 9% 14% 54%

Newspapers Pre 3% 19% 14% 29% 19% 8%
Post 4% 20% 16% 25% 16% 6%

Magazioes Pre 2% 21% 18% 27%. 11% 6%
Newsletters Post. 2% 22% 20% 26% 9% 6%

Oral Pre 51% 14% 17% 10% 3% 1%
Reading Post 50% 10% 23% 7% 3% 1%

Language Pre 8% 7% 21% 20%. 13% 21%
experience
charts

Post 9% 10% 20% 21% 12% 17%

% Indicate Frequency of Response by Teachers



TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF READING PROGRAM ORGANIZATION

PRE-POST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Organization activity Pre, Post.

Reading instructions given to whole class
at the same time 40% 36%

Grouping of students by achievement 68%

12%

60%

10%Grouping of students by common interests

Individualized instruction 54% 57%

Cross-orade level rou in 8% 10%

Basal reading textbook 48% 40%.

Basal reader and supplementary readers 66% 60%

Non-basal reader, approach 27% 31%

Reading instruction given in content-subject areas 16% 10%

Others 8% 10%

TABLE 3
COMPARISON OF FORMS OF STUDENT EVALUATION

PRE-POST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Form of Evaluation Pre Post

Commercially produced standardized achievement tests 67%

46%

56%

44%Commercially produced standardized diagnostic tests

Informal reading inventories 39% 42%

Basal reader textbook tests 54% 53%

Teacher-made tests 62% 61%

Other 10% 12%

4

% Indicate Frecuency of Response by Teachers
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There was also a slight movement away from the basal textbook
reading approach and towards utilization of a greater variety of
reading material. Before the Right-to-Read program, 48% were using a
basal'reader approach, after the participants worked a year only 40%
of the teachers were using basal readers. Individualized instructional
programs increased from 27% to 31%. Neither of these changes were
significant.

As shown in Table 3, the teachers indicated they moved away from
using commercially produced standardized tests and towards more use
of informal reading inventories.

The data from the semantic differential scale shows that for
the average students, the teachers felt their reading programs have
become a little more adequate, 46% pre-workshop and 53% after. They
also felt this program'is a little more fun for the students, from 55%
to 61%. Again, these are not what yo!; can really call significant
differences.

On the question dealing with their reading program for the below
average students, the differences were somewhat greater. After a year
of the Right-to-Read workshop participants working in the district,
the number of teachers indicating the appropriatenets of the program
increased from 39% to 54%. They also felt this program Was more fun
for the students (36% to 44%), more meaningful increased from 43% to
53% and more adequate (29% to 43%, for the below average students.

For the above average students reading program, they felt these same
four. factors increased-, as in.the ase of the below average student.
Their program became,more fun (45% to 58%), more meaningful (54% to 61%),
more appropriate (45% to 57%) and more adequate .(33% to 45%).

When asked about their practices of diagnosing students' reading
problems, they indicated their technirles became:more appropriate,
(44% to 53% of the. teachers responder and more adequate, only 25%
of the teachers felt these techniques were adequate before the Right-to-
Read workshop and 41% of the teachers felt it was more adequate after
having the Right-to-Read participant in their building sharing ideas
for a year. .

All of the teachers completing the survey were asked to rate the
over-all effectiveness of their school's reading program. The scale was
a 1C to 1 value; 10 for outstanding; 1 for poor. Table 4 displays the
percentages of teacher rating their program at each of the value levels.
The mean rating for the pre-workshop situation was 6.38 and the mean
rating for post Workshop was 7.01. When the data is treated with
Fisher's t test for significant difference, it is found that this does
represent a .significant increase at the .01 level of significance.
the computed t value was 4.415. As can be seen, three times as many
teachers rated their reading program a 9 outstandihg, after the year
of Right-to-Read workshop ideas in their districts as before.. Almost
half (47%) of the teachers gave it an 8 or greater after the year, .as
compares to less than one third (29%) before the workshop.
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Two Comments from teachers, not workshop participants, further show
the effect of the Right-to-Read program:

"We have concentrated .alot of time, effort, inservice
training programs, money on up-grading our reading program."

"The faculty is working very hard to teach everyone /

to read. They are grouping the students to ability and are
turning more to an individualized orogram each year. Thanks
for the help from the Right-to-Read program."

B. Narrative Report by Workshop Participants

Each participant was asked at the end of the school year after
their, summer workshop to respond to the question, "How has the Right-
to-Read workshop affected your school during the 1971-72 school year?".
Twenty of the thirty workshop participants responded to this question.

Only two participants responded with negatiVe comments. Both
participants indicated they didnot have the opportunity to share
their ideas much with other staff members in the district. One of these
teachers suggested that maybe it would be more helpful for participants
to come from small school districts and those without special reading
teachers.

The most frequently mentioned affect on the school was. in the area
of individualizing reading instruction (13 districts). In this same
concept, 12 districts indicated a greater use of diagnostic tests and
the use of pfe and post testing to determine student progress. Also 5
districts specifically mentioned the use of prescriptive teaching
techniques in their reading programs.-

Five schools indicated they are or will be receiving additional
federal funds; Title II Right-to-Read or N.D.E.A.; to help improve
their reading programs.

Improved and increased use of the school's library was mentioned
by seven schools. One stated that as a direct result of the Right-to-
Read workshop they had organized a media center in their building for
the first time and had hired a full time librarian. Another said they
had made plans to start a library in their building next year.

Many indicated a wider and more varied use of reading material
and equipment. The following are some of the specific materials and
their frequency:

A. Newspapers 3 schools
B. Reading machines - 4 schools
C. Magazines - 2 schools
D. Reading skills file - 3 school
E. Typewriters - 3 schools



Four.schools were moving away from a single textbook approach to a
multiple material approach to the teaching of reading.

Several participants (6) stated their schools had incorporated
More fun and creative type teaching techniques and materials into their
reading programs. They felt this resulted in the student having a
more positive self-image or concept. The students were also showing
more interest in reading.

A number of other activities were mentioned as a result of
involvement in the Right-to-Read program:

A. Interschool visitations encouraged
B. Development of volunteer programs
C. Development of pre-school reading

readiness programs
D. P.T.A. informed of reading programS

and techniques
E. Behavioral objectives developed and

used by schools
F. Promoted membership and interest in

the International Reading Association

The value of inservice programs and workshop for classroom teachers
was often mentioned by the participants. The following comment taken
from one of the narrative reports shors this trend:

"I think tiefliost important thing that RightLto-Read
has done to help my school is that the administration and teachers
have realized the value of inservice training of teachers.
Because of the favorable_ esponse to the workshop we have had
this year, the board has allotted time and money for teacher
training next year."

Eighteen of the twenty participants responding indicated either
they felt they had become a better teacher of reading or that they
felt their fellow teachers had become more aware of the reading process,
technique for teaching reading and the student's needs and abilities
related to reading skills and interests. Several comments from the
teachers best illustrate this:

"I have been a better teacher this year because of Right-to-
Read and therefore, the children in my room have benefited because
of Right-to-Read."

"I do know that the Right-to-Read workshop changed my approach
and attitude in the teaching of reading. I became much more
conscious of individual needs and I worked hard to see that each
of my children had my assistance each day..."

"The first and most exciting, to me, was the concern shown by
the classroom teachers. We were helped out of our ruts." .



"Plans are being made for a weekly teachers' meeting in each
building to discuss problems, ideas or recommendations."

"The methods, enthusiasm, and interest I acquired from this
program has stimulated my reading program and I am certain I
have reached.more'children due to this attitude."

"Perhaps one of the most important changes is that it has made
teachers more aware of reading problems: The teachers seem more
interested in the individual instruction of the child. The in.-

dividual has become the focus instead of the group."-

"It ha's made our teachers more aware of the great importance
of their job as teachers of reading. They have become aware
that it is the teacher who makes the difference."

C. Newsletter

The workshop participants formed a Kansas Right-to-Read Council
and started publishing a newsletter entitled, The Nitty gritty Newsletter.
They published fiVe issues between September 1971 and June 1972. It

was developed so the participants could exchange ideas and keep each
other informed on activities they were involved in.

Many of the things mentioned in the newsletter were repeats of
what they summarized in their end-of-year narrative. Inservice activities
of some nature were mentioned almost every time. Nine times specific
references were made to individualization of reading programs. All
indicated they were either using new and different materialor developing
skill files to be made available to all teachers. Testing information
wasimentioned in 6 letters. Libraries were mentioned 5 times.

They also indicated several activities related to professional
self improvement. Four times books were suggested for professional .

reading. One letter told of the establishment of an International
Reading Association chapter, one participant stated she was going to
start graduate work in the teaching of reading, and several mentiOned
visitations, workshops, conferences and college courses they were or
planned to be involved in.

IV CONCLUSIONS

There is no doubt that the affects of the Kansas Right-to-Read
program have resulted in some changes in some aspects of reading programs
in several schools in the state of Kansas. Only in one case does
'hard' statistical data show this change in the program. There are
many instances of changes in the programs cited in the Reading Surveys,
the narrative reports and a summary of comments appearing in the
Right-to-Read newsletter. Most of these changes will result in
an improvement in the schools' reading programs.
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The summer workshop was rated by its participants as a highly
valuable experience. Many new reading skills were acquired by the
participants.

Data from the Reading Surveys completed by the teachers did seem
to indicate that the reading programs for the above average and below
average students improved more than for the average student. They also
indicated a slight movement away from grouping or whole class presen-
tation for reading instruction to some form of individualized instruction using
a .greater variety of material and equipment.

Many things have been done to improve the reading programs in the
participants' schools that are a direct result of the Right to-Read
program. At least five schools have received direct financial aid
through Federal funds. New reading material and equipment has been
purchased by some of the districts that might not have been otherwise.

The two aspects that will probably have the greatest impact on
improvement of the students' reading skills are the most difficult to
measure. These effectS are the improvement in the individual workshop
participants'. teaching ability and the increase awareness of other
teachers as to their role in. the teaching of reading. As most research
studies have shown the real key in any program is the classroom teacher.
Both of these aspects have far reaching and long range effects cu their

. teaching of reading. These influences can best be summed up in tv:o
comments taken from the workshop participants narratives:

"It seems that what Right-to-Read had done for our schobl is
still happening, because the greatest thing it, has done was to
awaken us, the teachers, to the fact that we can keep better
records, change behaviors, try different things (whatever works-
.means success), and better prepare ourselves to meet individual
needs. So Right-to7Read gave the push, but the Special Reading
Teacher, Librarian, Classroom Teachers, and Administrators have
kept the importanCe of reading alive. Our thanks to Right-to-
Read for.the push."

"My biggest reward came when a "non-reader" said to me,
You know, you were right. Reading is funr
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Two separate workshops were held for selected classroom teachers.
The objectives of these workshops were to.provide them with new reading
related concepts, techniques and materials so that they could return
to their own schools and share this knowledge and attitudes with other
teachers- in their building. A total of 60 teachers participated in
the two workshops. The workshops were evaluated by the participants
through Daily Sessions Evaluation Checklist, a pre-post Workshop
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reading skills.
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KANSAS STATE RIGHT-TO-READ PROJECT
PROGRAM EVALUATION

I INTRODUCTION

The state Right-to-Read plan is designed to bring about measurable
improvements in the reading skills and attitudes of children in Kansas.
Research has indicated that the classroom teacher is the key to effective
reading programs. Consequently, the Kansas plan is teacher oriented in
the form of inservice workshops for classroom teachers. Further
information on the philosOphy and total program is available in the
Kansas State Department of Education booklet, Kansas-Right-to-Read Plan.

In brief, the basic plan consists of a series of Summer workshops
where a selected group of classroom teachers are exposed to reading-
related programs, suggestions and materials. These summer workshop
participants then return to their own school districts and work with
fellow teachers in implementing these newly acquired skills, ideas and
programs through local inservice sessions.

II PROGRAM EVALUATION DESIGN

The total evaluation will cover two aspects of the Kansas plan;
first, the effects of the summer workshop and secondly, the influences
of the workshop participants once they have returned to their respective
school district and have established their locally organized inservice
programs. This report will present data on the summer workshop only.
The final report, which will be available next summer, will present the
evaluation of the local inservice programs and the over-all Right-to-
Read plan.

A series of surveys and questionnaires were developed, to .collect
data on various aspects of the summer workshop. Most of the forms
were designed to gain the workshop participants reactions to the
summary program. The participants supplied evaluation data through
the following sources:

1. Daily Session Evaluation Checklist - A short form which the
participants completed at the end of each major phase of the workshop
program.

2. Workshop Content Survey - This was a 14 item survey, 12 items
in the latest edition, which asked the participants to respond to
specific questions related to content which was covered in the workshop
presentations. The participants completed this survey twice; first on
Sunday evening before the first major workshop speaker and then again on
Friday after the workshop ended. A new content survey was developed
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for the second workshop session this summer. Some of the topics and
major points of the workshop speakers had changed from the survey used
for the summer of 1971 workshops. To develop the questions on this form,
each of the workshop speakers was contacted before the workshop and
was asked to supply the evaluator with a short summary of his presen-
tations content.

3. Workshop Summary Each participant was asked to rate the
over-all workshop on the 1 to 10 scale. They were also requested to /
make any comments or recommendations on the total workshop oh this
form.

III RESULTS

A. Data from Daily Workshop Session Evaluation After each
riajor session of the workshop participants completed a short form
expressing their immediate reaction to that session's topic and content.
On this form they were asked taJrate the .value of the session'on a 10
point scale, 1 for poor to 10 for outstanding. Other questions were
asked dealing with appropriateness of topic; whether topiC should. be
in future workshops and the need for more information of the topic.
Table 1 and 2 display a summary of the data from this source.

All of the sessicis in both. workshops were rated from good to outstanding
except for the Behavioral Objectives sessions. Both workshop participants
marked these below average. They indicated some question as to the
appropriateness of this topic and questioned whether it should be in
future workshops. The Behavioral Objectives pretentations seemed to be
too formal, dry and often too technical. It was suggested a number of
times from both workshop participants that maybe the Behavioral Objectives
topic should be presented earlier in the week and be presented in such
a style to allow more participant interaction with the subject.

The other daily presentations were rated quite high, particularly
the perceptual aspects of reading disabilities and use of newspapers
in the classroom. All of the rates were higher in the second workshop
than in the first.

B. Data from Workshop Content Survey - This survey was designed to
collect information of the participants familiarity with concepts
presented in the workshop. The survey was given both before and after
the workshop.so that it could be determined if a change in their response
would take place. Each participant's pre and post workshop surveys were
checked individually to determine if their quality and quantity of
responses changed.

. The survey used for the :Arne workshop was the same one used for the
workshop during the summer of 1971. It was found to be inadequate
because some of the topics changed and some concepts presented by the
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speakers changed. Three of the questions, 2 on educational TV and one
on librFly, were.nbt counted in the analysis because they were not
part of this summer's presentations. The content survey was revised
for the second -workshop.

On the first workshop pre-workshop SUrvey,'30% of the questions
were left unanswered. Many others were only partially answered or
answered with incomplete thoughts. On the post-workshop surveys for
this session, the percent of unanswered questions dropped to 5%.

The second workshop pre-assessment survey showed that 46% Of the
questions were unanswered. On the post-workshop surveys only 5% of
the items were unanswered.

The participants post-assessment surveys for both workshops showed a
higher degree'of consistency in their responses. Their answers were more
complete, and exhibited a higher degree of understanding of the concepts
presented during the workshop. Both workshop participants still showed
problems dealing with the qiestion on criteria reference tests. The
teachers in the second workshop also showed some confusion.between the
Mills Learning Test and the Fountain Valley Support System.

In general, the post-workshop surveys did indicate that the
participants made rather significant gains in the familiarity with the
concepts presented during the workshop.

C. Over-all Workshop Evaluation,- The over-all-workshop.evaluation
by the participants indicated that fFo workshop time was very valuable.
The average for, both workshops was the same rating; 9.7, outstanding.
This rating is higher than the one given the first Right-to-Read workshop
in the summer of 1971.

. All but fair of the participantS in both workshops indicated that
it was a tremendous learning experience. 'Many said it was the best
single educational experience they have ever had. Many of them also
commented on the fine leadership from Wes Pelsue and Gene Schulze.

.The only specific recommended change mentioned"several times
was that the Behavioral Objectives presentation be .,hanged and moved
to early in the week, Monday. Other recommended change included:

1. More sharing of ideas and materials
2. Have speakers go out into the schools to help them during

the year
3. Open workshop to more than 30 at a time
4. The speaker might have more material to hand out
5. Make some sessions more group interaction oriented



'6. Use students in demonstrations
7. Have a panel on individualized instruction
8. Longer noon hour breaks
9. Call workshops seminars so.they can be counted as

college credits
10. Have Gene Schulze make.more presentations

IV- CONCLUSIONS

Both workshops were definitely of benefit to their participants.
Comments in the daily and the over-all evaluation by the participants
indicated a high degree of satisfaction with the workshop and felt
them to be a very valuable part of the professiOnal growth particularly
in dealing with reading. The Workshop Content Surveys responses showed
a definite increase in the participants knowledge of selected aspects of
the-workshop content.

The participants did not make as many specific requests for changes
in the workshop as they did last summer. The only major recommendation
was to.change the Behavioral Objectives presentation and move it.to a
spot earlier in the week.

The participants enthusiasm towards the workshop experience can
best be expressed by some of the participants comments:

"It has been one of the most exciting and inspirational-learning
experiences I have had since I started teaching. We need more of
this type-of learning for teachers something relevant to our real
problems - and with suggestions for their solution."

"I'll never be the same again. Ryas a great experience."

"I wish every teacher in Kansas could have this opportunity."

"I feel this workshop has been a turning point in my teaching
career."

"The Kansas Right-to-Read Program has been a tremendous event
in my professional life. I have obtained a great deal of valuable
knowledge. It has kindled a flame which had started to flicker
out but being here with other people who really care about the
students has prevented that tragic event from happening.


